Linguistic categories such as aspect are not identical across languages, and cross-linguistic differences can reveal differences in construal and conceptual categorization, which are key concepts in cognitive linguistics. Spanish-Russian parallel data diverge in situations where Spanish uses a Perfective Past tense form, while the Russian translation equivalent is an Imperfective Past tense form. We classify examples of aspectual mismatch according to grammatical constructions and language-specific facts. We find this mismatch in contexts with overt expression of time periods, as well as situations in which a final temporal boundary either is expressed or can be inferred. We interpret this in terms of a difference in conceptualization: Spanish has a tendency to view time periods from without, interpreting them as bounded and thus Perfective, whereas Russian has a tendency to view time periods from within, interpreting them on the basis of their duration without reference to their boundaries and thus Imperfective.
Introduction
It was a dark and stormy night. In order to prove his love for Bea, Daniel had to meet her in the abandoned mansion at the appointed hour. Trembling in his rain-drenched clothes, Daniel pushes open the heavy oak door. In the Spanish original La Sombra del Viento (Ruiz Zafón 2001: 278) , Bea reacts by saying:
Cre-í que no ven-dría-s [think-PST.PFV.1SG that not come-COND-2SG] 'I thought you weren't coming' [English translation Ruiz Zafón 2004: 229] The Russian equivalent (Russian translation Ruiz Zafón 2016: 278) 1 reads as follows:
(1b) Ja duma-l-a, ty ne prid-e-š' [I.NOM think.IPFV-PST-F.SG you.NOM not arrive.PFV-NPST-2SG
In Spanish the first verb is a Perfective Past tense form, but in Russian it is an Imperfective Past tense form. Bea conveys the same message, but she does it differently depending upon which language she is speaking. In Spanish, aspect is part of the verb's Past tense inflection, and Perfective is the default choice because Daniel has already arrived, so thinking that Daniel won't come has been delimited by a boundary: the moment in which Daniel arrived. In Russian, aspect is a characteristic of the verb stem, and Imperfective is the most normal option because thinking that Daniel would fail to come extended over a time period with some duration. Our conclusion, argued in detail below, is that in Spanish Bea sees her thinking from the outside as a bounded event, whereas in Russian Bea sees her thinking unfolding over time from the inside. If we look at example (1) in terms of Vendlerian classes, thinking is an Activity and arriving is an Achievement. The critical difference is in whether the thinking Activity is conceptualized as bounded, as in Spanish, or as unbounded, as in Russian. From the perspective of Cognitive Grammar (Langacker 1987 , Langacker 2008 ), Spanish in this example conceptualizes this Activity externally via "summary scanning", whereas the Russian equivalent conceptualizes the same Activity internally via "sequential scanning".
Ours is a study of the "same" grammatical category, which isn't really the same across languages. Both Spanish and Russian have a Perfective vs. Imperfective distinction, and this distinction seems to be similar in the two 1 Henceforth we use abbreviations in square brackets to cite the sources of examples. S (for Spanish) = Ruiz Zafón 2001, R (for Russian) = Ruiz Zafón 2016, and E (for English) = Ruiz Zafón 2004. Letter abbreviations are followed by a page number, and for Spanish and Russian equivalents also by an ID number for each verb. Citations from the Russian National Corpus (RNC, ruscorpora.ru) appear with abbreviated metadata "passports". All examples are from either the Zafón novel or the RNC, except: (3) and (4), which come from Internet sites; (5), which is a book title; and (15), which comes from a Spanish corpus.
languages, yet there are examples like (1), where the languages show opposite tendencies. Such examples are evidence that the grammatical category of aspect is not really the same across languages, and indeed that all grammatical categories are to some extent language-specific as claimed by Croft (2001: Ch. 1; with respect to aspect, 2012: 127) . 2 We offer an in-depth study of what this means for aspect in Spanish and Russian, revealing an important and pervasive difference in the "thinking for speaking" (Slobin 1996) concerning the conceptualization of time in the two languages. Our study is among the first corpus-based studies to focus specifically on aspectual mismatches between Spanish and Russian indicative Past tense verb forms. 3 Comrie (1976: 7) states that "in discussing perfective and imperfective meaning, the easiest examples to work with are from, for instance, Russian and Spanish", yet there has been little work on this cross-linguistic comparison. Díez (2002) cites correspondences in which both languages use the same aspect in the Past tense, without discussing any systematic differences. Gorbova (2002) finds that native Spanish speakers vary in their assessment of the acceptability of Perfective vs. Imperfective (cf. similar results in García and Van Putte 1988; de Jonge 2000) , but leaves open the question of whether aspect can be intentionally manipulated in Spanish the way aspect can be manipulated in Russian to highlight varying construals of a given situation. Kargovskaya (2012) lists typical errors made by Russians learning Spanish, among them overuse of Spanish Imperfective forms in sentences with an overt expression of duration or of specific number of repetitions, where Spanish prefers Perfective, while Russian prefers Imperfective. We put these observations in the perspective of a corpus study, thus detailing the scope of this phenomenon.
We survey theoretical issues and give an overview of aspect in Spanish and Russian in Section 2. Section 3 presents our data and identifies the strongest point of disconnection between Spanish and Russian aspect, namely the use of Perfective in Spanish that corresponds to Imperfective in Russian (Spanish PFV = Russian IPFV mismatch). In Section 4 we inventory the constructions associated with the Spanish PFV = Russian IPFV mismatch and show that a single 2 Of course, the palette of aspectual distinctions available in languages is much broader than the Perfective vs. Imperfective distinction that is the focus of this article; cf. Plungian (2011: Ch. 7) . 3 Note that our study focuses specifically on the Perfective and Imperfective Past tense forms in Spanish and Russian. The Spanish Perfect (as in he cantado "I have sung") is beyond the scope of this article, but is the topic of work by Gorbova (2013 Gorbova ( , 2014 who argues that the Perfect is encroaching on the semantic territory of the Perfective Past tense in Spanish, using parallel corpus data from Russian to support this analysis.
Seeing from without, seeing from within conceptual difference explains the difference between aspect in the two languages across these constructions. We summarize our findings in Section 5.
Theoretical considerations and aspect in Spanish and Russian
The main claim of this article is that Spanish and Russian conceptualize in different ways the notion of perfectivity, which is implemented in each language in a different way. This section reflects these two levels of abstraction: the first subsection presents the main intuitions about Perfective vs. Imperfective in abstract terms that apply to the two languages considered here. Section 2.2 discusses the contrast specifically for Spanish, and Section 2.3 does the same for the case of Russian.
(Im)perfectivity in abstract terms
A common intuition that underlies semantic approaches to (im)perfectivity is that Perfective conceives a situation as a bounded whole limited by a starting time point and a termination point (see Figure 1 (a)), while Imperfective aspect presents the situation without its boundaries, focusing on its internal constituency independently from its beginning or end (see Figure 1 (b)) (Jakobson 1971a; Comrie 1976; Dahl 1981; Klein 1994; De Swart 2011; Gvozdanović 2011) .
In Figure 1 , the situation with its temporal extension along the horizontal axis is marked with dashes, and the initial and final boundaries of the situation are marked with square brackets. The ellipse captions the way the two aspects present the situation, with Perfective ( Figure 1(a) ) including the entire situation from an external perspective with the ellipse including the boundaries, as opposed to Imperfective (Figure 1(b) ) which takes an internal perspective where the ellipse does not extend to the boundaries. This intuition has been captured in different ways. Jakobson (1971a) claimed that the Perfective category (in Slavic) denotes that the final boundary of the event has been attained, while Klein's (1994) analysis assumes that Perfective and Imperfective are types of viewpoint aspect which differ with respect to the relation established between the running time of the situation (Time of the situation, TSit) and the period of time which the speaker confines the statement to (Topic Time, TT) . From this perspective, Perfective aspect selects a TT inside of which the situation is totally included, from beginning to end, while Imperfective aspect introduces a TT which is properly included within TSit, so that the initial and final endpoints are excluded. In (2), the sign " + " represents the running time of the situation, and parentheses delimit the period corresponding to TT.
Abstracting away from the specific technical implementations adopted, the relation between the situation's boundaries and the time period that the claim is restricted to has been considered responsible for the contrast between Perfective and Imperfective. By virtue of conceptualizing the situation as bounded, Perfective aspect has been related to holistic, delimited construals, while Imperfective aspect captures notions where the boundaries are irrelevant or even could not exist, such as progressive forms of a single situation, unbounded habitual occurrences of a situation or generic descriptions not confined to any specific time period (cf. Krifka et al. 1995; Carlson 2011; Arche 2014 , among many others). In an abstract sense, Perfective conceives the situation as a count object, because it defines it within delimited boundaries, while Imperfective presents the same situation as a mass object, without defined boundaries (cf. Langacker 1987: 248-267) . However, this abstract notion of (im)perfectivity is perhaps too general for languages to operate with, and it is expected that different languages will categorize it in distinct ways (cf. Dahl 1981; Plungian 1998; Croft 2012) . There are several senses in which these general notions can be made more concrete: for instance, is the duration of the situation contained within the boundaries relevant for the definition of (im)perfectivity? Is it enough if the situation is only bounded on one side? What if one singles out one single point in time within the running time of the event? Do the boundaries of each individual occurrence within a series of events count for perfectivity or not? Our view is that Russian and Spanish have taken different decisions about how (im)perfectivity is conceptualized in the form of specific distinct choices inside the abstract space defined by these two categories.
(Im)perfectivity in Spanish: Background
In Spanish the contrast is between two Past tenses, the Perfective pretérito indefinido (cant-ó [sing-PST.PFV.3SG] "s/he sang") and the Imperfective pretérito imperfecto (cant-aba [sing-PST.IPFV.3SG] "s/he sang").
There is no agreement with respect to how this contrast should be characterized, although the dominant view assigns Perfective aspect to the indefinido and Imperfective to the imperfecto (Gili Gaya 1943: § 120; Alarcos Llorach 1949; Bull 1960; García Fernández 2000; RAE & ASALE 2009: § 23.10; Gras and Santiago 2012; Fábregas 2015; Palacio Alegre 2016) . Interestingly, this is also the dominant view from a Cognitive perspective and in language teaching works: Ruiz Campillo (2000 Campillo ( , 2005 ; Castañeda and Alonso (2009); Palacio Alegre (2009); Castañeda and Alhmoud (2014) have all argued that the real distinction refers to the perspective adopted by the speaker when presenting the action: Imperfective would correspond to a perspective from inside the action, excluding its ending. This view contrasts with the alternative theory, whose antecedent is Bello (1847) , that treats the opposition as one that reflects a difference in the referential properties of Past tense. Rojo (1974 Rojo ( , 1976 argues that Perfective refers to a past period deicticallytaking as the reference point the time of utterancewhile Imperfective has anaphoric reference to a past period contextually determined through linguistic or extralinguistic means (cf. Hernández Alonso 1984; Rojo and Veiga 1999; Veiga 2015) . In this article we assume the first, more dominant explanation and therefore consider this contrast aspectually-based. In the following paragraphs we will describe the main aspectual uses of the Imperfective in Spanish (see, in addition to the texts cited above, Alcina and Blecua 1975; Arche 2014; Bertinetto 2004; Brucart 2003; Carrasco and García Fernández 1994; De Mello 1989; Doiz Bienzobas 1995; García Fernández 2004; Gutiérrez Araus 1995; Zagona 2012) .
There are three contexts where Imperfective is used almost exclusively. The first is in habitual statements. Here, the choice of Imperfective involves talking about an unbounded series of frequent and regular episodes of the same situation (3). Perfective cenó "dined" would be used to pick out any of the specific episodes of dining.
(3) Tesla […] cen-aba [dine-PST.IPFV.3SG] cada día a la misma hora en el mismo restaurante. 'Tesla dined every day at the same time in the same restaurant ' [actualidad.rt.com July 11, 2017] The second context where Spanish must use Imperfective is to express ongoing actions. In (4), Imperfective triggers a reading where the situation period highlighted is previous to the (possible) completion of the event; that is, the person is caught by the police while traveling at full speed. With Perfective, the reading would be that the person gets caught after finishing the trip.
(4) La policía lo detuvo cuando viaj-aba [travel-PST.IPFV.3SG] a toda velocidad. 'The police detained him when he was traveling at full speed ' [univision.com February 1, 2018] Finally, Imperfective is also used with stative predicates, unless there is an overt expression that measures the duration of the state or expresses a termination boundary (such as durante dos días "for two days" or hasta las tres "until three o'clock"). The sentence in (5), which is the title of a book by M. Carme Bernal, uses Imperfective because there is no dynamic event but rather a homogeneous state.
(5) La princesa que est-aba [be-PST.IPFV.3SG] enferma 'the princess that was sick'
This use is generally with stative predicates like tener una casa "have a house" or saber inglés "know English". Consequently, several stative verbs are recategorized as expressing a change of state when used in Perfective, as for instance pudo "managed" (vs. Imperfective podía "was able to"), supo "got to know, discovered" (vs. Imperfective sabía "knew") or tuvo "got" (vs. Imperfective tenía "had"). The intuitive idea that the Imperfective form is used when there are no boundaries, or when the situation boundaries are excluded from the claim made in the sentence fits with the abstract definition of Imperfective aspect given above. 4
(Im)perfectivity in Russian: Background
Perfective vs. Imperfective in Russian has much in common with the like-named distinction in Spanish. In both languages, Perfective is associated with bounded and sequenced events, whereas Imperfective is associated with events that are habitual or simultaneous with other events. But as indicated above in Section 1, this distinction is not identical across the two languages. 5 A major difference between Russian and Spanish is revealed in the glossing of example (1), where aspect appears as part of the verb stem in Russian, rather than as part of its inflection (as in Spanish). 6 In Russian, an entire verb is Perfective or Imperfective and aspect is expressed in all verb forms, rather than being restricted to the Past tense (as in Spanish). For the majority of Russian verbs, aspectual derivational morphology (presence vs. absence of prefixes and/or suffixes) on the stem overtly marks Perfective vs. Imperfective. Finiteness, mood, and tense are expressed by means of inflectional suffixes, and these receive their interpretation in combination with the aspect of the stem. For example, Non-past tense forms are usually interpreted as Future tense with Perfective stems, but as Present tense with Imperfective stems. While the focus in this article is on expression of the aspect of past events, a brief discussion of the meaning of aspect in Russian in general is in order.
A copious scholarly literature on Russian aspect details the ways in which Perfective vs. Imperfective verbs are used to portray events (see citations in Dickey 2000; Zaliznjak and Šmelev 2000; Timberlake 2004; Janda 2007b; Janda et al. 2013; Dickey and Janda 2015) . From a structuralist perspective, analyses in terms of features (such as "boundedness" and "totality" cf. Jakobson 1971b; Maslov 1965; Forsyth 1970; Vinogradov 1972) describe Perfective as expressing an event with respect to its boundaries or completion, as opposed to Imperfective as lacking any reference to boundaries or completion, and likewise Croft (2012: 125) refers to the Russian distinction as one of "boundedness/unboundedness". This binary distinction is similar (but not identical) to Langacker's (2008: Ch. 3) summary scanning in which Perfective profiles the completion of an event, as opposed to sequential scanning in which Imperfective does not profile completion. Janda (2004) describes Russian aspect in terms of an isomorphism between the properties of matter and those of events, using the metaphors PERFECTIVE IS A DISCRETE SOLID OBJECT vs. IMPERFECTIVE IS A FLUID SUBSTANCE. According to this model, discrete solid objects motivate the recognition of bounded whole events that do not occupy the same temporal location (i.e., tend to be sequenced) as one type, namely Perfective. By contrast, fluid substances motivate the recognition of events that are extensive and can be spread or intermingled (i.e., can be simultaneous) as a different type, namely Imperfective. Janda (2012) , and Dickey and Janda (2015) demonstrate parallels between the behavior of numeral classifiers, which specify bounded count nouns, typically according to their shapes, and Russian perfectivizing prefixes, which specify bounded events, typically according to their temporal contours.
For the present study, the behavior of Russian aspect with respect to temporal measures and boundaries is particularly relevant. Janda's (2004) model shows how Perfective is used when an event has inherent boundaries, parallel to the way that a ruler can measure the dimensions of a solid object. However, when an event lacks inherent boundaries, Imperfective is used even when limits are given that contain the event. This is motivated by the conceptualization of Imperfective as a fluid substance which can fill a container, like water in a cup. The water does not have edges of its own; the cup is not part of the water even though the water takes on the shape of the cup. Example (6) demonstrates this difference with two events, both of which are cited with temporal limits. Reading a novel from beginning to end is an accomplishment with inherent boundaries since it begins on page one and ends on the last page. This is like a solid object; the distance between its edges can be measured. This event is signaled by a Perfective verb measured by a day, which has a beginning and end that are linked to the beginning and end of the reading event. Dancing, however, does not have inherent boundaries. It can be measured only by using a time period as a container. The three hours have a beginning and an end, but those are not linked to inherent structures in the dancing event, which is expressed by an Imperfective verb and measured out like three cups of water.
Seeing from without, seeing from within
Example (6) shows that even in situations where temporal boundaries exist, Russian can (and usually must) use the Imperfective if the boundaries are not perceived as part of or relevant to an event. As detailed by Janda (2004) , there are several uses of the Russian Imperfective that direct the focus away from boundaries: for example, in Russian the Imperfective is preferred when a manner adverb is used (directing focus internal to the event), when an event is backgrounded (so-called "general-factual"), and when an action is annulled. As shown in Section 4, these uses pattern with the Perfective in Spanish, signaling that Spanish conceptualizes Perfective merely by whether it carries boundaries or not: when the fluid that otherwise could be expressed as Imperfective is placed inside a container with boundaries, those boundaries are enough to trigger a reclassification of the form as Perfective.
Data sources and dimensions of Spanish-Russian aspectual mismatch
Two databases were constructed to give an overall perspective on the dimensions of aspect in Spanish and Russian, one based on Ruiz Zafón's (2001) novel and its Russian translation cited in Section 1, and one based on data in the Spanish-Russian parallel corpus that is part of the Russian National Corpus (ruscorpora.ru). About 100 pages (16%) of the novel were hand-coded in a spreadsheet with 5009 lines, each line containing a verb form in one or both languages and the equivalent form in the opposite language, along with the full sentences in which the forms appeared, and a parse of the relevant forms. In this sample (called "Sombra"), the quantity of Perfective and Imperfective forms in Spanish was perfectly balanced, with 967 forms of each. In addition, the Spanish-Russian portion of the Russian National Corpus ("RNC") was queried for Spanish Past Perfective forms, yielding 373 sentences with Russian equivalents, and for Spanish Past Imperfective forms, yielding 528 sentences (these totals reflect search results after removal of spurious data, such as hacia "toward", which the corpus did not distinguish from hacía, an Imperfective Past form of hacer "do, make"). All verbs in both languages in this sample were likewise aligned and parsed by hand.
Since the Russian data is translation equivalents, it is reasonable to ask how well this data represents the behavior of verbs in Russian as a whole. In Table 1 we compare the distribution of Russian verb forms in the Sombra translation with that in the Russian National Corpus (cf. Janda and Lyashevskaya 2011: 723) .
This comparison uses the main corpus of the RNC (and does not include data in the Spanish-Russian parallel corpus portion of the RNC).
In the rightmost columns of the top row of Table 1 we see, for example, that 8.36% of Perfective verb forms in the Russian translation are Non-Past forms, as compared to 9.83% in the RNC. In general, the picture is very similar everywhere except for the Non-Past and Past forms for Imperfective verbs, where the relative frequencies are flipped. This may be due to the fact that the novel is written in the Past tense, encouraging somewhat higher use of Past tense than usual. We do not undertake a statistical test because the two sets of data are on very different scales (the Sombra sample is just under 25,000 words, while the RNC main corpus has hundreds of millions of words). This comparison indicates that we are not dealing with a seriously deviant sample of Russian.
Perhaps a larger question is: To what extent do the Spanish language samples from Ruiz Zafón's novel and the Spanish parallel corpus of the RNC represent the Spanish language as a whole? Due to the complexity and geographical dispersion of the Spanish-speaking community, there is no easy answer to this question. We can therefore be certain that our results are valid only for these samples. Table 2 gives an overview of the distribution of Spanish Past tense forms and their translation equivalents in the two databases.
The top half of Table 2 shows data for Spanish Perfective verb forms (PST. PFV) and their Russian equivalents, while the bottom half shows data for Spanish Imperfective verb forms (PST.IPFV) and their equivalents. All data is stated both in terms of percentages and raw numbers (in parentheses). The table is coded to highlight both aspectual matches (shaded in light gray) and aspectual mismatches (shaded in a darker tone of grey). For example, if we look at the Sombra sample for Spanish Perfectives, we see that there were 967 total The strongest deviation between the two languages is in the aspectual mismatch involving Spanish Perfective vs. Russian Imperfective, with 11.1% + 1.6% = 12.7% mismatch for Sombra and 18.5% + 3.5% = 22% mismatch for the RNC. The remainder of this article focuses on this type of mismatch and the constructions that motivate it, discussed in detail in Section 4. Our analysis is in terms of construction types that motivate Spanish speakers to select Perfective forms, but motivate Russian speakers to select Imperfective forms. Three construction types involve temporal bounding that is either overtly expressed (4.1 and 4.2) or logically deduced (4.3). Spanish tends to view these time periods as eventualities 7 closed by boundaries, and therefore Perfective. While the default Russian option is to view the same events from inside, as durational and therefore Imperfective, Russian does have the option, at least in some instances, to use special marking (prefixes and prepositions) to move the observer outside and express such events as Perfective. A fourth type (4.4) involves both aspectual and temporal mismatch, where Russian invokes a historical present in place of Spanish Past tense narration. All remaining types are collected and explained as lexical or idiomatic phenomena (4.5).
Time periods filled with an event
The most striking constructional type in our data involves the specification of time periods that are filled with some event. This is achieved either by a construction with a prepositional phrase (like Spanish durante décadas, Russian v tečenie desjatiletij "over the course of decades"), a numeral phrase (like Spanish cinco minutos, Russian pjat' minut "five minutes"), or a noun phrase denoting a time span (like Spanish toda la noche, Russian vsju noč' "all night)". In this constructional type, the Spanish and Russian default options point in the opposite aspectual directions for the same reason. Spanish requires (or prefers) Perfective because a bounded time period is named, meaning that the event in question is delimited by measuring the duration and therefore can be seen from without as a closed package. Russian, however, requires (or prefers) Imperfective because a time period is named, meaning that the event can be viewed from within as a duration. All three means of marking time periods are illustrated in examples (7)- (9) The main way in which Spanish can change its default point of view is by defining an eventuality as habitual and therefore non-episodic, that is, not linked to any specific instantiation of the eventuality on a specific occasion (14). Here the author is describing a repeated daily routine in which the prisoners try to get warmed up again. Interestingly, in the case of habits the nature of the time expression introduced with durante is less specific, and therefore less likely to define concrete boundaries. Notice that here the nominal expression is interpreted as referring to the last sweet minutes of each typical day within the timespan that the routine occupies. This contrasts with the examples above, where the time expression was either referring to a unique specific period (the sixteenth century) or a portion of time contained in a specific single time unit (five minutes on a specific day, for instance). In such cases, the nature of habits as regular instantiations of an event in a sequence without inherent boundaries allows Spanish to take the duranteexpression as simply denoting a timespan which locates the habit without necessarily imposing an ending to it. Russian can sometimes override the tendency to use Imperfective with time periods either in the case of a singular event that is conceived of as punctual rather than filling the time period as in example (16), or by means of morphology that specifies an external perspective, namely the use of the perdurative perfectivizing prefix pro-"through" as in example (17), or with a preposition like za "in" as in example (18) In example (16) the event is conceptualized as a point rather than a duration in Russian. The encounter with the Greek soldiers is portrayed as a punctual clash that happened at some unique time during the first day of the battle, not as an event that filled that day. In example (17), both the Spanish and the Russian versions tell us that Juan Rey's career as a lawyer lasted 30 years. While the Perfective is the default for Spanish, in Russian it is occasioned by the prefixed Perfective verb pro-služit' [through-serve] "serve an entire period" that specifically marks entire careers or tours of duty and is always collocated with a time period. The effect in Russian is to place the observer outside and to make it possible to sequence this event with others (e.g., something that happened after someone completed their tour of duty). Here the Russian translation uses a temporal construction with the preposition za + Accusative, which has an absolute restriction to collocation with Perfective verbs. In effect, this construction expresses "get X done within time period Y" and is used to set deadlines for the completion of tasks. This construction is similar to the previous one in terms of setting the observer outside the time period. The examples in this subsection show that for Spanish the default interpretation of a time period takes an external perspective, whereas the default interpretation in Russian takes an internal perspective. However, in neither case are speakers always "trapped" into a single interpretation. Both languages, at least in some contexts, allow both perspectives. However, extra context is needed to motivate non-default perspectives.
Time until
Spanish hasta "until" can be used to mark the endpoint of a time period ending with the fulfillment of a condition, roughly equivalent to Russian poka ne "until", and these constructions typically require that the verb describing the event that lasts up to the endpoint is Perfective in Spanish but Imperfective in Russian, as in this example from the Sombra database: Beyond the non-specific flavor of the situation, which applies to any German and not to a specific one, what is crucial in such cases is that the hastaconstruction is not used to mark the endpoint of the situation described by the verb: it does not follow from (21) that a German would change his legal status from that moment onwards. Instead, hasta introduces a set of situations that frame the claim made by the sentence, almost in the form of a conditional statement. Entonces "then" in the wider context refers to a condition, namely that the questionnaire be filled out and delivered to the authorities: if this condition is not met, the person is an outlaw; if it is met, the situation could change. Hasta, then, does not delimit the timespan because there is no guarantee that the event used to delimit it would happen. The Spanish hasta "until" construction opens up a whole range of ways in which a bounded time span can be expressed even without overt reference to a time period. For example, one event can be bounded by another, as we see in this example, where the subject's working is bounded by his death, and again we encounter the Spanish PFV = Russian IPFV mismatch: 
Inferred temporal boundaries
Spanish can use the Perfective Past tense even in situations where the final boundary is not overtly stated, but only inferred through the wider context. Compare the previous example (22) to the one that follows. Both examples describe a situation that obtained until an individual died, and both illustrate the Spanish PFV = Russian IPFV mismatch. In the previous example, death is explicitly named as the terminal boundary for working. In example (23), there is no mention of the death, but because suffering from a chronic disease is something that ceases when a person dies, and because all people die, Spanish is able to infer that the woman's suffering the disease must have ended at some point, and therefore a Perfective form is used to mark this as a closed time span. Even though the Russian translation (unlike the Spanish original) makes an explicit reference to the lifetime with the prepositional phrase pri žizni "while alive", Russian requires the use of an Imperfective verb.
(23) En palabras de la arqueóloga… una de las personas enterradas (la mujer) Of course, not just human beings, but all things come to an end, making it possible to infer endpoints for other situations as well in Spanish, as in example (24), taken from a historical description of the Andalusian city Almería. Here what is inferred as Seeing from without, seeing from within coming to an end is the city's preponderant role as a harbor in the Mediterranean. Even though only the beginning point is named here, given that the text is a historical description it is assumed that there must be an ending as well. Again, we find a Perfective form in Spanish, but an Imperfective form in Russian. The Spanish inference of boundaries extends to situations modified with the adverb siempre "always", as we see in the next example. Even if we say that something "always" happened, the real extent of the situation is necessarily finite, not infinite, and contextually delimited either by the lifetime of individuals or things, or by other relevant timespans salient in the text. Under these conditions, Spanish uses the Perfective. This is diametrically opposed to the norm in Russian, where the use of vsegda "always" usually requires the Imperfective. In (25), "always" is contextually restricted by the timespan which starts when the speaker gets to know the person discussed, and whose ending can be defined in different ways: either the person died, and with him the property evaluated, or the present moment sets the boundary ("until this very moment"). In either case, Spanish presents the evaluation as unchanged, complete and definite, suggesting it has never changed for the speaker. 
Historical present

Other factors
In addition to the difference in viewpoint demonstrated in Sections 4.1-4.4, other lesser factors come into play in the difference between Spanish and Russian aspect. These include various language-specific facts about lexical items, idioms, and grammatical categories in the two languages. In Russian, some Imperfective verbs lack a Perfective partner verb of the same lexical meaning, and this may contribute to the pervasiveness of the Spanish PFV = Russian IPFV mismatch. The most important is the verb byt' "be", with an illustration of a mismatch in example (11) in Section 4.1 above. In this example, an old man vividly remembers his first love affair, which involved going to the beach to get their fortune told. This was a single completed event, but since it is backgrounded in the description, its presence is merely established by the Imperfective in Russian. Spanish has no device directly corresponding to the general-factual use of the Imperfective and uses the Perfective as expected. However, there is a small set of cases in which Spanish uses Imperfective stylistically to remove from focus the event expressed by the verb so that it appears less individuated within the narration and more integrated with the other events reported (Reyes 1990; Bres 2005) . This is illustrated in (31) with an example from the Sombra corpus.
Conclusions
This analysis shows how a linguistic category can vary across languages, detailing differences in construal and conceptual categorization and thus elaborating on these theoretical concepts.
The distinction of Perfective vs. Imperfective is not quite the same in Spanish as it is in Russian, and in this study, we cite specific ways in which the aspectual systems of these two languages diverge. The most notable difference is that there are contexts that select Perfective in Spanish but Imperfective in Russian. In parallel Spanish-Russian texts, this mismatch in aspect is typically found in situations that involve a period of time. Any extent of time, no matter how long or short, can yield Perfective in Spanish but Imperfective in Russian. The same is true of contexts in which a time period is overtly stated, as well as in situations that specify or even merely infer the presence of a final boundary.
Our specific findings involve five groups of contexts in which Spanish prefers a Perfective verb form while Russian prefers an Imperfective. The first group (see Section 4.1) includes overt expressions of time periods filled with an event. The time period can be specified in a variety of grammatical constructions that include prepositional phrases, numerals, and nouns denoting time. The second group (see Section 4.2) includes constructions that focus on a duration that is bounded by an endpoint marked by expressions like hasta in Spanish and poka ne in Russian, both of which can be translated as "until". In the third group of contexts (see Section 4.3), an endpoint is not overtly stated but can be inferred with respect to the existence of people and things that cannot survive indefinitely. The fourth group (see Section 4.4) is motivated by the Russian historical Present construction, which requires an Imperfective, and is often used as the translation equivalent of a sequence of completed events rendered by Perfective verb forms in Spanish. Other factors collected in the fifth group (see Section 4.5) pertain to peculiarities of Russian, which prefers the Imperfective in constructions with manner adverbs, categorical negation, "general-factual" statement of events, and annulled events.
In schematic terms, in a construal such as the one in Figure 2 , where the eventuality is bounded by explicit or contextual limits, Russian still contemplates the eventuality from within the boundaries, with duration being a central factor motivating Imperfective; Spanish conceptualizes the situation from without, and is therefore forced to use Perfective.
In Figure 2 we juxtapose the two aspectual perspectives on a situation that unfolds over time as presented in Figure 1 . The dashes represent the temporal extension of a situation with a given duration, and the square brackets represent the initial and final boundaries of the situation. The two ellipses represent the different perspectives of Spanish and Russian with respect to the situation when a Spanish Perfective is matched by a Russian Imperfective. The wider black ellipse is the Spanish perspective, including the boundaries, whereas the narrower red ellipse is the Russian perspective, excluding the boundaries.
Our analysis is that the Spanish PFV = Russian IPFV mismatch indicates a difference in the way that time periods are conceptualized in the two languages. In Spanish, time periods are typically seen as if from without, comparable to Langacker's (2008: 65 ) "maximal scope", whereas in Russian, time periods are typically seen from within, comparable to "immediate scope". 9 While this interpretation is limited to the samples cited here, it suggests a link between different conceptualizations and differences in the grammars of language.
To return to example (1), in Spanish Bea reports her experience of thinking that she will remain alone as a situation that has been brought to a close and that she can see from without now that Daniel has arrived. But in Russian, Bea must report her experience from within, because her thinking lasted some time. The real world might be identical, but the way in which each language conceptualizes the situation is markedly different, which implies that Spanish Perfective cannot be equated to Russian Perfective.
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